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some of the suggestions made and some
of the points are very valid. We have
tried to respond to those.

I want to assure my distinguished
colleague from New York that I believe
the Hudson River’s possibilities and its
chances of being designated as an
American Heritage will be enhanced by
the adoption of this amendment. One of
the provisions is prioritization, which
would be in accord with the Clean
Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water
Act. That will help the Hudson River.
We don’t designate the rivers in Con-
gress. Congress doesn’t designate them,
but we would like to have the right of
approval. I think that is proper and ap-
propriate.

The amendment does not undermine
the Clinton Executive order. Instead, it
assures that the rights of property
owners will be upheld through the noti-
fication and comment process. It fur-
ther assures that the true interests of
those residing near, owning property,
or conducting business in the area of
the river will be heard, and that their
interests will not be muted by powerful
outside lobbyists or interest groups
who desire to force their will on a se-
lected community.

It should be understood that this ini-
tiative has never been authorized,
money has never been appropriated. It
sweeps money from eight Cabinet de-
partments, four governmental agen-
cies, allowing the Federal bureaucracy
to dominate what should be a commu-
nity-directed initiative.

My friend and colleague from Arkan-
sas, Senator BUMPERS, made the anal-
ogy of the Scenic Highways Program in
the State of Arkansas, in which high-
ways are called scenic highways, and
signs are put up, and how that helps
tourism. I remind my good friend that
the scenic highways in Arkansas are
approved by the State legislature. So I
think if we are going to carry that
analogy, Congress should assert itself
in its proper role in approving these
designations. That is what it is all
about.

We don’t know the cost of this initia-
tive, the magnitude of it. Congress
needs to be involved in it. We want
congressional approval. Executive or-
ders are being overutilized by this ad-
ministration. Congress needs to re-
assert itself as an equal branch of Gov-
ernment. We want the property owners
to be protected. I have shown my good
faith in trying to make that workable.
It is a workable amendment. We want
those rivers to be prioritized in compli-
ance with existing law, the Clean
Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water
Act. It is a good amendment, it is a
simple amendment, in contrast with
the lengthy Executive order the Presi-
dent has issued.

This is a very simple amendment
that provides very basic protections
and ensures congressional input on
these decisions in this program that
will be made. I will close with this. I
ask my colleagues this question: If you
owned property along one of these riv-
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ers, wouldn’t you want to be consulted?
I think the answer to that is ‘‘yes,”
and if the answer to that question is
‘“‘yes,” then you need to vote against
this motion to table and support the
Hutchinson amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to table.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 57,
nays 42, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 247 Leg.]

YEAS—bH7
Abraham Faircloth Leahy
Akaka Feingold Levin
Baucus Feinstein Lieberman
Biden Ford McCain
Bingaman Frist Mikulski
Bond Glenn Moseley-Braun
Boxer Graham Moynihan
Breaux Gregg Murray
Bryan Harkin Reed
Bumpers Hollings Reid
Chafee Inouye Robb
Cleland Jeffords Roth
Collins Johnson Sarbanes
D’Amato Kennedy Snowe
Daschle Kerrey Specter
DeWine Kerry Thompson
Dodd Kohl Torricelli
Domenici Landrieu Wellstone
Durbin Lautenberg Wyden

NAYS—42
Allard Gorton Mack
Ashcroft Gramm McConnell
Bennett Grams Murkowski
Brownback Grassley Nickles
Burns Hagel Roberts
Byrd Hatch Rockefeller
Campbell Helms Santorum
Coats Hutchinson Sessions
Cochran Hutchison Shelby
Conrad Inhofe Smith (NH)
Coverdell Kempthorne Smith (OR)
Craig Kyl Thomas
Dorgan Lott Thurmond
Enzi Lugar Warner

NOT VOTING—1

Stevens

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 1196) as modified, was
agreed to.

———
YIELDING OF TIME—S. 830

Mr. AKAKA addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, when the
Senate turns to S. 830, the FDA reform
bill, I yield my 1 hour for debate under
the cloture rules to Senator KENNEDY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The

S9553

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1998

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the bill.

Mr. THOMAS. I ask unanimous con-
sent I be allowed to speak for 5 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

NEW WORLD MINE

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I will
speak briefly on a subject that is part
of the bill that is before the Senate,
part of the bill on Interior. It has to do
with the New World Mine. It has to do
with the Land and Water Conservation
Fund.

I rise to support the language that is
in the Interior appropriations bill re-
quiring that any expenditures out of
the Land and Water Conservation Fund
to be used for the purchase of the New
World Mine must be authorized by the
authorizing committee. That is also
true of the Headwaters Forest.

There is some notion that there was
an agreement during the debate on the
budget with the administration that
these funds would be available for au-
thorization. I think it was clear the
other day when the Senator from New
Mexico came to the floor and spoke and
indicated that there was no such agree-
ment. I am here to congratulate the
committee on that.

First let me make a couple of points
clear. One is, I oppose the development
of the New World Mine. I was one of
the first elected officials to oppose
that. There are some places, in my
view, that are inappropriate for min-
ing. I think this is one of them. It is
true they were in the middle of EIS
when the agreement was made to stop
the mine, but nevertheless I have op-
posed that long before the President
signed the agreement and came to Yel-
lowstone Park with great fanfare and
stopped the development of the New
World Mine. I had opposed that. So de-
spite the rhetoric that is coming out of
the White House and is coming out of
the CEQ at the White House, there was
not an agreement, there was not an
agreement for the expenditure of this
money.

This is not an issue of whether you
want to protect Yellowstone or wheth-
er you don’t. We all want to do that.
No one wants to preserve it certainly
more than I. I grew up just outside of
Yellowstone, 25 miles out of the east
entrance. I spent my boyhood there. I
understand the area. I am also chair-
man of the Subcommittee on National
Parks, and we worked very hard and
will continue to have a plan to
strengthen the park and to save parks.
So that is not the issue. That is not the
issue.

We will have before this Senate, as a
matter of fact, at the beginning of next
year, a plan called Vision 20/20 which is



		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-06-02T16:33:18-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




